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Abstract 
The present study investigated metacognitive listening strategies awareness among bilingual and monolingual Iranian 
university students learning English as a foreign language. To achieve this goal, sixty monolingual university students 
and sixty bilingual students filled in the Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ) with five 
subparts including problem-solving, planning and evaluation, translation, person knowledge, and directed attention. 
The result of the data analysis indicated that monolingual and bilingual students were different with regard to their 
metacognitive listening strategies awareness in general, and in planning and evaluation and mental translation 
components. 
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1. Introduction 
Listening is an essential skill which develops faster than speaking and often affects the development of 
reading and writing abilities in learning a new language (Scarcella and Oxford, 1992; Oxford, 1993). This 
is because one receives input through listening to instructions or explanations prior to responding orally or 
in writing. Listening is also not an easy skill to be acquired because it requires listeners to make meaning 
from the oral input by drawing upon their background knowledge of the world and of the second language 
(Byrnes, 1984; Nagle & Sanders, 1986; Young, 1997) and produce information in their long term memory 
and make their own interpretations of the spoken passages (Murphy, 1985; Mendelsohn, 1994; Young, 
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1997).  Meanwhile, Vandergrift (2003) asserts that listening is a complex, active process of interpretation 
in which listeners try to suit what they hear with their prior knowledge. This process is more complex for 
second language learners who have limited memory capacity of the target language (Richards, 1983) thus 
requiring them to utilize various listening strategies. These strategies which have been developed based on 
-cognitive, cognitive, and 
socio-affective strategies are steps taken to contribute learners to acquire, store, retrieve, and use 
information. Meta-cognitive strategies are employed by students to increase comprehension and second 
language retention, and include planning, monitoring, evaluating and problem-solving; cognitive 
strategies are utilized by listeners to cope with the material to be learned or to apply specific techniques, 
such as inferencing, repeating, deduction, imagery, elaboration, note taking, and translation; and socio-
affective strategies are employed by language learners to cooperate with classmates, to question the 
1989; Vandergrift, 1997).  
 
Brown (1981) argued that there are two kinds of metacognitive knowledge -static and strategic. Static 
knowledge is the verbalisable things people state about cognition, while strategic knowledge, by 
comparison, is the steps individuals takes to regulate and modify the progress of a cognitive activity as it 
is occurring. Moreover, Flavell (1976) classifies metacognitive knowledge according to whether it 
focuses on the learner, the learning task or the process of learning. This tripartite competence includes the 
person knowledge, i.e., the knowledge a person has about him or her and others as cognitive processors; 
task knowledge, i.e., the knowledge a person has about the information and resources they need to 
undertake a task; and the strategy knowledge. i.e., the knowledge regarding the strategies which are likely 
to be effective in achieving goals and undertaking tasks (Flavell, 1976). 
 
Although listening strategies are very important for the development of foreign language proficiency, 
but very limited studies have been performed in Iran concerning the strategies employed by Iranian EFL 
university Students in general and monolingual and bilingual in particular in relation to listening 
proficiency levels. Therefore, this study attempted to investigate the metacognitive listening strategies 
awareness in monolingual versus bilingual Iranian EFL learners. 
 
metacognitive listening  which is defined as learners knowledge of their understanding of listening 
demands, cognitive goal and their perception about themselves includes  five types of strategies, person 
knowledge, directed attention, mental translation, problem solving and planning and evaluation 
(Vandergrift et al., 2006). 
 
Person knowledge strategies defined as listeners perceptions concerning the difficulty presented by L2 
listening and their self- efficacy in L2 listening such as assessing the perceived difficulty of listening and 
learners linguistic confidence in L2 listening (Sparks and Ganschow, 2001). Directed attention is a 
strategies used by listeners to concentrate and stay on task for instance on the time of losing concentration 
they get back and focus on it again (Rost, 2002).  Mental translations are those strategies that listeners 
must learn to avoid if they are to become skilled listeners (Vandgrift, 2003).  And the other strategies that 
are used by listeners to make inferences (guess) and to monitor these inferences are called problem-
solving.  Planning and evaluation includes a set of strategies that listeners used to prepare themselves for 
listening and to evaluate the result of their listening efforts (Richards, 1990). 
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2. Method 
2.1. Participants 
Total number of Participants in this study is 120, which consist of 60 monolingual and 60 bilingual 
students who were selected randomly among EFL students of Ilam University in Iran. 
2.2. Instrument 
Metacognitive Awareness Listening Questionnaire (MALQ) (Vandergrift, et al., 2006) was used in this 
study to gather required data. This questionnaire consist of 5 parts, each parts includes different items: 
problem solving (6 item), planning and evaluation (5 items), mental translation (3 items), person 
knowledge (3 items), and directed attention (4 items).  The reliability of these subparts is above 0.70. And 
the reliability coefficient of MALQ in this study was estimated to be 87.5.  Language learners, awareness 
can be assesses through this 21 items. Each item is rated on a six-point Linkert scale rating from 1 
(strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree) without a neural point so that respondents could not hedge. 
3. Results 
3.1. Level of metacognitive listening strategies awareness 
Table 1 includes mean, standard deviation and per item average (i.e. mean /item) of 120 monolingual 
and bilingual students who have participated in this study on MALQ and its subsections. The data in table 
1 indicates that the mean of MALQ subscale range from 3.32 to 4.51, the lowest level of awareness 
belong to person knowledge strategies and the highest one devoted to problem solving strategies. The 
average score of MALQ is 4.25 implying that students as whole (monolingual & bilinguals) had a 
medium level of metacognitive listening strategies awareness, since each item had been measured by a 6-
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Table 1.Distribution of mean scores on MALQ and its subsections (n=120) 
 
3.2. Metacognitive listening strategies and monolingualism vs. bilingualism 
Independent- samples t-test has been conducted to compare the overall mean on MALQ. Analysis of 
the data shows that there is a significant difference between monolingual and bilinguals performances in 
MALQ, since for monolinguals M=82.89, SD=13.60 while the mean of scores for bilingual students is 
M=91.02 and SD =13.41; t (120) =4.1, p=.000. The mean difference =8.1. 
 
 
         Table 2.Difference of means test (t-test) 
 
 N Mean SD t P 
Monolingual 60 82.89 13.60 4.21 0.0000 Bilingual 60 91.02 13.41 
 
Preliminary assumption testing was conducted to check for normality, linearity, univariate and 
multivariate outliers, homogeneity of variance-covariance matrices, and multicollinearity, with no serious 
violations noted. 
To investigate how monolingual and bilingual performances differ in subsections of MALQ the one 
way ANOVA was performed. As have been mentioned before problem solving, directed attention, mental 
translation, planning and evaluation and person knowledge are five dependent variables in this analysis. 
The result of analysis was summarized in table 3. 
 
 Table3. T  
 
Dependent variables Sum of squares df Mean square F P 
Problem solving 65.332 1 65.332 2.351 0.127 
Planning and evaluation 341.132 1 341.132 30.412 0.000* 
Mental translation 324.178 1 324.178 33.111 0.000* 
Person knowledge 45.221 1 45.221 2.391 o.123 
Directed attention 27.118 1 27.118 2.01 0.193 
Scale Number of items Possible range mean SD Average per item 
Problem solving 6 6-36 27.1 5.12 4.51 
Planning and evaluation 5 5-30 19.98 4.21 3.99 
Mental translation 3 3-15 10.2 3.71 3.40 
Person knowledge 3 3-15 9.98 2.63 3.32 
Directed attention 4 4-20 15.92 3.70 3.98 
MALQ 21 21-144 89.32 14.04 4.25 
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The result shows that there is a significant multivariate effect for two groups which includes 
monolingual vs. bilinguals on combined variables.  The results for each dependent variables were 
considered separately, the differences for planning and evaluation and mental translation, using a 
Bonferroni adjusted alpha was statistically significant. 
Analysis of the mean scores indicated that bilingual students were more aware of their metacognitive 
listening strategies in terms of mental translation and planning and evaluation as well (Table 4). 
 
     Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for Planning and evaluation and mental translation 
 
Variable language Mean SD N 
Planning and evaluation 
Monolingual  10.42 2.61 60 
Bilingual  13.37 2.73 60 
Total 11.89 3.12 120 
Mental translation 
Monolingual  10.12 3.11 60 
Bilingual  13.93 2.99 60 
Total 12.02 3.41 120 
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4. Discussion and Conclusion 
The metacognitive listening strategies awareness among monolingual and bilingual university students of 
Iran has been investigated in this study. The result indicates that the overall level of metacognitive 
listening awareness among both monolingual and bilingual students is satisfactory, which is in line with 
the other studies that show that Iranian students have high metacognitive awareness in general 
(Pishghadam, 2009; Lachini, 1997; Tjedin, 2001; Akbari, 2003) and in listening strategies (Rahimi and 
Katal, 2010, 2012; ShiraniBidabadi and Yamat,2010,2011) and also in vocabulary (Chari, Samavi and 
Kordestani.2010) as well as reading skill( Mahmoudi and  khonamri,2010). 
 
Moreover, the data in table 1 show that students are more aware of problem solving strategies than 
other strategies types. This finding shows that Iranian monolingual and bilingual students commonly use 
known words and the general idea of a text to deduce the meaning of unknown words, use their 
experience and general knowledge in interpreting the text, adjust their interpretation upon realizing that it 
is not correct, monitor the accuracy of the inferences for congruency with the developing interpretation, 
and compare the developing interpretation with their knowledge of the topic (Vandergrift, et al., 2006). 
This finding is exactly in line with the finding of Rahimi&Katal (2012). 
 
The result of the study indicates that the metacognitive listening strategies among bilinguals are higher 
than monolinguals in general. This finding reveals that the degree of metacognitive awareness is affected 
by the number of languages known by the participants. Since in this study the outcome of   bilinguals is 
much better than monolinguals it comes to mind that bilingualism will positively affect the degree of 
metacognitive awareness. Since there is a dearth of evidence in this regard more research is required to 
shed light on relationship between metacognition and number of languages known by participants.   
 
Furthermore, bilingual students showed higher awareness in planning and evaluation and mental 
translation components, their higher performance in translation components is in line with the finding of 
the researchers (Sutudenama and Taghipour, 2010;Vandergift, 2003; Rahimi and Katal 2010, 2012) but 
unlike aforementioned investigations we find higher planning and evaluation instead of person 
knowledge. This also reveals that bilingual Iranian students are more aware of strategies that should be 
avoided to become skilled listeners (Vandgrift, 2003). Besides, they know how should prepare themselves 
for listening and evaluating the results of their listening efforts (Richard, 1990).  
References 
 
Baker, L., and Brown, A. (1984). Metacognitive skills and reading in P. D. Pearson (ed.). Handbook of 
Reading Research. New York: Longman.  
 
Brown, H., D. (1981). Second language learning: Psycholinguistic factors. In R. B. Kaplan (ed.). Annual 
review of applied linguistics (pp. 108-123).Rowely, MA: Newbury. 
 
Flavell, J. H. (1976). Metacognitive aspects of problem solving. In L. B. Resnick (Ed.), The nature of 
intelligence. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum 
 
Flavell, J. H. (1979). Metacognition and cognitive monitoring: A new area of cognitive-developmental 
inquiry. American Psychologist, 34, 906-911. 
 
1793 Maryam Tafaroji Yeganeh /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  70 ( 2013 )  1787 – 1793 
 M., Chamot, A. 
language acquisition.Applied Linguistics, 10,418-37. 
 
O'Malley, J. M., and Chamot, A. U. (1990).Learning strategies in second language acquisition. New 
York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Oxford, R. (2002). Language learning strategies. In R. Carter and D. Nunan (Eds.), The Cambridge guide 
to teaching English to speakers of otherlanguages (pp. 166-172). Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 
 
Rahimi, M. and Katal, M. (2010, May).
awareness in learning English.Paperpresented at the third national conference on education, Tehran, Iran. 
 
Richards, J. (1990). The language teaching matrix. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Rost, M. (2002).Teaching and researching listening. London: Longman. 
 
Sparks, R., and Ganschow, L. (2001).Aptitude for learning a foreign language.Annual Review of Applied 
Linguistics, 21, 90-112. 
 
Vandergrift, L. (1996). The listening comprehension strategies of core French high school students, 
Canadian Modern Language Review, 52,200-23. 
 
Vandergrift, L. (1997). The Strategies of second language (French) listeners: A Descriptive Study. 
Foreign Language Annals, 30, 387-409. 
 
Vandergrift, L. (2003). From prediction through reflection: Guiding students through the process of L2 
listening. Canadian Modern LanguageReview, 59(4), 425-40. 
 
Vandergrift, L. (2005). Relationships among motivation orientations, metacognitive awareness and 
proficiency in L2 listening. AppliedLinguistics, 26, 70-89. 
 
Vandergrift, L. Goh, C. C. M., Mareschal, C., and Tafaghodtari, M. H. (2006). The metacognitive 
awareness listening questionnaire (MALQ):Development and Validation. Language Learning, 56(3), 
431-462. 
 
Vandergrift, L. (2007). Teaching learners how to listen does make a difference, paper presented at the 
meeting of the Canadian Association ofApplied Linguistics. 
 
Young, M. Y. C. (1997). A serial ordering of listening comprehension strategies used by advanced ESL 
learners in Hong Kong.Asian Journal ofEnglish language Teaching, 7, 35-53. 
 
 
